REPORT OF REGIONAL COMFERENCE 
on : OF EXTENSICU FORESTERS OF NORTHSAST 
a, HELD IN CASCO, NAINE, SEPTELBER 25, 26, 27, 1946 


| Reserve The conference was opened promptly at 2 pem., September 25, with J. A. 
Cope, extension forester of New York, in the chair and pees Scovell, of 
New Jersey, as secretary.* These present** were: 


A. D. Nutting, extension forester, laine 

K. E. Barraclough, extension forester, New Hampshire 

Charles larson, extension forester, Vermont 

R. B. Parmenter, extension forester, le.ssachusetts 

R. Ne. Jorgensen, extension forester, Rhode Island 

Floyd Callward, extension forester, Connecticut 

Je ie Cope, extension forester, New York 

Fr. E. Winch, assistant extension forester, Wew York 

ae aad Murphéy,, extension forester, Pennsylvania 

W. W. Simones, assistant extension forester, Pennsylvania 

KB. Ls Scovell, extension forester, New Saveex 

J. L. Boatman, Chief, Division of Subject latter, Extension 
Service, Washington, D. C. 

W. K. Williams, forestry specialist, Extension Service, 
Washington, D. C. 


Beet 'G. E. Lord, assistant director of extension of Maine, gave an official 
ae greeting to the group and brought us up to date on !laine's climate, re- 
a | Sources, forests, and wood-using industries. le believes that the 


@€xtension foresters’ greatest opportunities lie in grasping and maintain- 
ing @ strong and continuous leadership in farm forestry education. 


I. What Are the Respective Fields, Functions, and Responsibilities of 
the Forestry Program Sponsored by the Clarke-licNary and Norris-Doxey 
Acts? 


Je Le Boatman, Chief, Division of nck pi Matter, U. S. ixtension Service, 
read the following paper: . 


The subject assigned to me is a very broad one and indeed might well cover 
all the deliberations of this conference. However, since this is a dis- 
cussion cenference and it is highly desirable that others meke contribu- 
tions, I shall confine my remarks to high lights of the farm forestry 
program as we see them from the Federe1 point of view. It is hoped that 
many questions will be raised during the conference and thet out of our 


ee as 


} * HE. L. Scovell died in February 1947 before he had an opportunity to 
complete the compilations of the proceedings. 


** It is of interest to record that seven of the group have at present a 
total service in extension work of 155 years, or &n average of 22 
years per mane 
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exchange of views will come suggestions for strengthening the forestry 
program which cach of you can take back to your director for consideration 
and adoption if conditions merit such action. 
Doubtless we all recognize thet the forested area of the Northeast presents 
the lergest «rea problem we have to deul with in the field of egriculture. 
Data convenier atly available, assembled by the National Resources Planning 
Board for the six New England States, show that in this part of the Nopgh- 
cast approximately 30 million acres, or 70 percent, is forested and 2 
million acres, or 20 percent,: is in agricultural production. Drewing | on 
this same source again, we find that 96 percent of the estimated standing 
timber in New England is privately owned, that large eommone tad holdings 
eh wot especially in northern New England amount to 82; + percent, and that 

erm wood lots in southern New England constitute eiacut 50: percent of the 
Paesetad areas This:situation, which probably obtains in other sections 

of the Northeast, indicates that farm woodlands snould be a dominant 
factor in forest production. Judging from the condition of cut-over lands 
we observed this morning in coming up from Portsmouth there remains a big 
jeb of building up production on these lands. 


Naturally, we arco confronted by many problems in ineugureting a program 

of forest menagemont, cspecially where numerous ownerships are involved. 
Lany of those problems can be solved only through the cooperative efforts 
of industry, farmors, and public agencies. The job of the Extension 
Service in the ficld of forestrv is one of providing aon educational service 
te farm forest omers and the Ai hg public:with a view to bringing about 
a2 clearer understanding of the velue -of timber resources and the problems 
ef placing them under manegement. A very important phase of this program 
is the "know how" or giving on-the-ground assistance with the applicetion 
of good forest management, utilization, and morketing practices. Although 
& splendid start has been made in many States, the time has now arrived 
when we should intensify our efforts. . 


(1) Federal assistance to ferm forest owners. 


et 


In order to provide a bird's-eye picture of the Department's: farm forestry 
program it might be well at this time to indicate the Federal assistance 
available during the current fiscal year. 


fi bo); Bxchension farestnys mien <ycsy~ ie queens VY 2/ 
Clarke -McNary res -) Tree-planting stock distribution - $123,000 3/ ~ 
) Forest fire protection - - - - - - $8,300,000 
‘Norris-Doxey Act...) Resear chitin y— <i een = eye cis i $22 000 
ae .) Farm woedland management projects- $415,000 
General Forest ) Private forestry cooperation - - - $103,000 
Service author- “Y (for assistance on industrial and 
ization ) form lends) . 


eid Includes $43,000 Norris-Doxey funds. 


af 19,080 = Total extension funds allotted to Northeastern States for 
Fiscal Year, 1946. 


3/ Includes $40,000 Norris -Doxey' ‘fuads + 
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This Federal assistance will be supplemented by.o. much lerger research 
program than is indicated by Norris-Doxey research.funds,. The Forest; 
Service has informed me that the Northeastern Forest Experiment Beatson 
field program during the current year will involve ‘an sapien une. of 
$254,323 for forest management investigations, including $47,500 for. - 
experimental forests, and $153,000 for forest management research-\in the 
Spruce-fir types in connection with control of the spruce budworm. 


The experimental forests are located as follows; 


Forest Headquarters 
oe Alfred, Maine 
Anthracite Kingston, Pa. 
caer ie laurel, Md. 

Lean Gs be ogi Kane, Pa. 
Northern Maine Spruce Fir. Crono, Maine 

New Hampshire - Vermont Spruce Fir laconia, N.. He 
Adirondacks Spruce Fir Cooperstown, N.Y. 


While on’ the subject of research it should be added thet Congress wanted 
an over-all 5-year research plan to cover timber, grazing, ond water 
utilizution and processing. In response to this the Forest Service 
developed a plan to set up work centers involving 10 to 12 million acres, 
each to be centrally located where actual research will be carried out. 
These clinics will develop data thet foresters can use as practitioners. 
They will alse serve as demonstrations where extension foresters can 
bring their clients to see what is happening. The principal task of these 
research centers will be to keep ahead of the practitioner or the man that 
is going to use the information. 


Another new project is the Forest Utilization Service, of the Forest 
Service, which has established seven utilization units. One of these has 
been set up in Philadelphia with a budget of about $30,000 to cover work 
in the Northeastern States. Plans call for surveys and investigations 
dealing with little-used wood species; problems of the turning industry; 
substitution of species, such as the use of more ‘hardwood in pulp and 
paper making; mechanization of forest operations; kiln drying; and other 
utilization work of value to industry, farm wood lot owners, and foresters. 
Cooperation will be extended to «11 forest owners, ond enccuragemert will 
be given to State agencies to carry on supplemental research. 


I have gone into some detail in regard to forest research because I be- 
lieve it is a matter of great importance to extension foresters. As 
research develops, greater responsibility rests on the specialist group 

to see that farm forestry problems are properly evaluated. It also behooves 
the specialist to keep abreast with latest findings and to assist forest 
ewners with the application of these findings. 


The Ferest Service has assured me that it welcomes suggestions of the 
Txtension group with respect to farm woodland prcblems, and it is looking 
to the forestry specialists to use these forest clinics and to assist with 
the big job of extending research information to forest owners. 
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(2) fesuiited bie with land- ~grent colleges and as op sete in promoting 
the farm forestry y program. : . . 


Since the passage of the Clerke-NeNery Act in 1924 the Federal Extension ~ 
Service has recognized the importance of farm woodlands and has felt that 
the forested crea on the farm should receive comparable attention to thot 
given to other crops. Though extension forestry has not deve loped SO. 
rapidly as agronomy, livestock, end other phases of extension work, we 
have given considerable thought to forestry ond to rather numerous sug- 
gestions for developing the ferm forestry progrem. We have encouraged the 
State extension services to employ forestry specialists to develop State 
programs for extending forestry information and giving assistance to farm 
owners. Definite progress has been made. With the passege of the Norris-+ 
Doxey Act in 1937 a much greater interest.in farm forestry developed in 
both State and Federal agencics. Relations in the administration of this 
act have required numerous discussions out of which have come a clearer 
understanding of the Norris-Doxey program and incidentally a greeter 
appreciation of the place that woodlands hold in the farm cconomy. I wish 
to say thet there hes been no diminution of interest in extension forestry, 
in fact the responsibilitics of the Cooperative Extension Service in this 
ficld of work -re understood better todey then previously. Knowing the 
thinking of Extension pcople on this subject, I con sefely say thet it is 
not only our desire but our dotormination to carry forwi.rd an extension 
progrem Which will more adequately serve farmers in this field. The farm 
economy as well as the national welfare requires fullest production from 
farm forest rosources. To assist in bringing this about is on inescepable 
responsibility of the Cooperative Extension Service. 


In June of this year, when the Extension Organization and Policy Committee 
of the land-Grant College Association met in Washington, I was asked to 

discuss forestry relationships principally in connection with programs 

under the Norris-Doxey Act. It might be of interest to this group for me 
to bring out a few of the points which I discussed «t that time. 


Probebly some of you have operational problems arising from phases of the 
Department's farm forestry progrem in your State, and it is proper that 
we should discuss them. However, inasmuch as some of these matters were 
discussed in the Farm Forestry Seminar Conference held in Washington in 
March of this year and each of you has received & copy of the report, I 
will pass over this subject in the hope that you will raise any questions 
of particular concern during the discussion period. 


(3) Need for additional funds to employ extension foresters. 


For some time the Cooperative Extension Service has been e&ger to expand 

the farm forestry program, and many directors have expressed a definite 

need for more funds to employ extension foresters. (ne of the most interest-- 
ing developments in this connection was a survey conducted by Director D. W. 
Watkins, of South Carolina, when he was chairman of the forestry sub- 
committee. Probably some of you are familicr with the survey or took part / 
in the work of that committee. At the April 1946 meeting of the Extension 
Organization and Policy Committee Director Sanders, of Louisiana, reported 

for Director Watkins on the results of this survey. Thirty-one States 
replying to Director ‘intkins' questionnaire indicated that the need for 
personnel to enable the State extension services te do &n adequate job 

in farm forestry would require an increase in Federal ‘funds of $339,360, 
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to be matched by an cqual amount of State funds. It is interesting to 

note that the additicne1] funds requested by the 31 States plus Stete match- 
ing funds would provide for an increase of about 170 extonsion foresters. 
This is e definite recognition on the part of the directors that the 
forestry program. should be oxpanded to moot incref&sing responsibilitics 

in this field of extension work. In response tc this: recommendation the 
Federal Extension Service has made some requests which we hope will benefit 
the program. 


We feel that extension foresters have a big job to do in getting forestry 
practiced on more farms. Overcutting, which was so prevalent in some 
sections during the war period, should cease. The rebuilding of depleted 
stands, the adoption of better cutting practices, reforestation of idle 
lands, and the production of lumber prcducts for farm use and for industry 
are activitics that will doubtless require considerable attention. In 
carrying out the many phases of the forestry program we should not lose 
Sight. of the fact that the’ extensicn specialist should plan his werk with 
& view to coordine ting State efforts in this field and should serve as 4 
subject-matter specialist to county agents and to foresters working on 
the county level. As pointed out, the farm forestry program cen be 
strengthened through keeping abreast with develcpments in research, mar- 
keting and utilizaticn, including new equipment for conducting fcrest 
cperations. Many of you have already made splendid progress in these and 
other phases of forestry werk. I should like to reemphasize the point 
that in designing the State progrem we shculd mike sure thet it is devel- 
oped in cooperation with 11 other egencics interested in the field of 
farm forestry. 

(4) Ferm forestry pilot counties. 

A mest interesting suggestion was made st the June 1946 meeting of the 
Committee on'Extension Organization and.Pclicy. JI have already referred 
to my discussion with this group and wish now to call your attenticn toa 
recommendation made by the group, nemely, that an attempt be made to set 
up pilot counties with on assistent county agent treined in forestry. 
Incidentally, the Feders.] Extension cffice was asked to follow up on this 
proposal ‘in Stetes where such counties may be selected. This suggestion 
is thé result of considerable deliberation on farm forestry end might 
well develop into a substantial pregram, pearticulerly in States with 
large arenas of forest land. If my information is correct there are at 
least 800 counties in the United States with timber problems sufficient to 


rh 


“justify the employment of «.ssistant county agents in forestry. One of 


the first questions to arise in this connection is thot of funds. You are 
no doubt familiar with the Bankhead-Flannagan Act and the fact that funds 
from this act ore intended largely for work in the counties. If the allot- 
ment to the State extension service is not committed tc other purposes 1% 
might well be used for the setting up cf forestry pilot counties. We 

have reccived a favorable response from several States on the pilct ccunty 
recommendation and hope that 4 number will be established within the 
current yeare 


(5) Relations with State fcrestry departments. 


The Federal Forest Service and Extension Service are committed te a program 
of close cooperation with State forestry agencies. It is our desire that 
the State agencies develop a coordinated program, or at least come to an 
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understanding on the fields of responsibilities of both agencies con- 
ducting farm forestry work in the State. The ides of mutucl benefit 
through working together has been accepted in & number. .of Statess,. We 

hope progress in this direction will, continue, as only , thr ough this mee.ns 
ecn most effective service be rendered to farm woodland owners. A splen-— 
did example of © coordinated forestry effort’is the unified: forestry 
progrom as developed by the State forestry de pertment’ ond the: Extension 
Service in New Hampshire. J mention this because it: offers. a solution 

for the problem of how to coordinate oe: forestry in © manner that will 
create better working relationships. am pleased to: note that this 
subject is on the agenda, and I hope Mie t during theeourse of the dis- 
cussion Mr. Barraclough will give us some details of. his program. 


In closing my remarks I wish to scy that the extension forestry work in 
the Northeast is well rooted as a4 part of the extension program. It is 
my observation that extension workers are becoming more forestry-minded. 
Obviously this is cne.of the fruits of your labors. Farm owners are 
manifesting greater interest in forest: practices, end many of them, 
through land use and other groups, are registering their wishes for more , 
assistance. On the whole the forest extension picture is bright. The 
task is.a large one and responsibilities sre decidedly challenging. By 
applying ourselves unflaggingly I am sure we will continue to see sub- 
stentisl progress. 


Mr. Barraclough's pe.per, How Can Extension Foresters in the Northeast 
Work Together for the Advencement of Farm Forestry in This Region? was 
presented on the second day of the conference. It is included at this 
point, since it also deals with the activities under the Clarke-McNary 
and Norris-Doxey Acts. 


Hew can extension foresters in the Northeast work.togcther for the advance- 
ment of farm forestry in this region? 


If we are to work together for the advancement of form forestry, it is 
important that we have 4 common objectivee Do we all see the forest, or 
do some, perhaps, have: their eyes just on the trees? Section 5 of the — 
Clarke-Mella ry Act contemplates. both. assistance, to individual ferm owners 
in various forms of timber growing ¢nd educational or extension work in 
forestry among farm owners by. groups. ! 


I have studied Memorandum 537 many times since it was issued May. 25,1925, 
and I always conelude the statement is a broad basic document upon which 
toxbuild a State farm forestry educaticnal progréme I heve refused to 
become confused by the many statements made since 1925 often designed to 
muddy the waters in the field we are laboring. 


In a long letter sent to me by a “forester of tho U. S. Forest Service, the 
following statement is made. He. refers to & peper I presented before the 
Massachusetts Forest and Park Association, January 51, 1946, covering the 
subject of extension education in farm forestry. - 

We may actually be thinking -abouts—the same thing, but. sevorel - 

points made:-in your paper disturb me considerably. This par- 

: ticular BROR a) We not star kes as an educational program, 


—_— 


* The Norris-Doxey Program. 
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and in my presentations to the Budget Bureau cnd to Congress I 
have stressed the service aspects which should greatly pre- 
domine.te in the activities of the loccl forester. Thet there 
Will be a certain amount of educttion and demonstration involved 
is inevitable, but we fcel very strongly that the educntional job 
should rest primarily with the extension forester. || We have | no 
desire to take over thet field of work under the guiss of doing 

& service job Cn the other hand, we definitely do not, want to 
sce 2 project “deéigned to give service diverted into. the educt - 
tionel field. 


We consider thet it is not the job of the project forester = 
make speeches, do extension work with 4-H Clubs and the like; we 
think it is lergely up to the extension forester to. a i the 
availability of the project forester for service fobs. Such is 
our understa nding with Pongress and to do otherwise puts me ina 
difficult position all around. 


I should make it clear thét we are not trying to ursurp the field 

of the consulting forester. In truth, our project foresters should-- 
as your peper indicates--throw a lot of busincss to these men. We 
never should. plen to tackle sizable jobs that. private foresters 
should handle. There still remain, an, many hundreds oo ae 


thousends of jobs th.t consulting forestcrs will never be employed 


on for the simplo reasen thet the lcndowner exnnot afford to employ 
technical assistence and our experience amply demonstr: ites thet 


consulting foresters do not care to be bothered with jobs so smell. 
It is my hope that many of our project foresters will see the 
opportunitics in consulting work and will set up in business for 
themselves after they have gotten the experience which our jobs 
will give them. 


The following statement is my reply to the forester's letter. 


In spite of the tendency on the pert of some people in the United 
states Department of Agriculture to divido 4 progrrm into tight ond 
unrelated compartments, we people that wor directly with the 
formers and other woodlcend owners find that a genere1 educational 
program and an intensive educationtl program, when applied in the 
field, blend inte one program, if cur efforts sre worth while and 
efficicnt. 


The terms service end intensive education are synonymous unless we 
think of service in the same woy 4 garage men services a car, or ©€. 
contractor builds « house. If service to formers is to be inter- 
preted in this manner, the Norris-Doxcy foresters nre then truly 
agents for the farmers. They would negoticte contracts for farmers, 
mark the timber, make cstimetes,-arreange for cutting, get the logs 
to the mill, and m.ke sure that the farmers receive pete ea for the 
products. In case of 1 dispute between a buyer and a farmer, the 
agent of the farmer (Norris-Doxey forester) Bx Shany’ BawDS taken 
into court for settlement of a claim. 


Such en interpretation of service rendered to farmers when Norris- 
Doxey funds are involved, c&in be questioned, if I understand the 
Norris-Doxey Act correctly. ("To advise farmers regarding the 
establishment, protection, ond management of farm forests and forest 
and shrub plantations and the harvesting, utilization, and marketing 
of the products thereof... ." 
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When we persucde a f¢rmer to- make’ His woodle nds a demonstration .. 
erea by having the forester mork selected troes for cutting and ae 
having tho forester advise the former in order to bring about the 
efficient mrkcting of the products, we are, I believe, conforming 
with the intent of the Norris-Doxcy Act and, at the seme time, ob- 
teining tho maximum spread of influence. The greeter the number. of 
demonstrations we establish in all the communiti es of New Hampshire, 
the mere effective will be our efforts. - 


I have observed the work of Norris-Doxey foresters in some of the 
other States, and certainly they cre doing educational work. The 
Forest Service mey label the activity of the Norris-Doxey foresters 

as a service program, but any fair-minded person would be bound to 

say that they cre doing intensive educationcl work. When we try to 
distinguish between the terms intensive cdueation-and ‘service, we. 

are confronted with the old adage of “the pot calls the kettle black." 


I can assure you I am interested in organizing oa forestry program in 
New Hampshire thet will result in the maximum amount of forestry 
practices in farm woodlands, and other small woodland holdings. 


I have not presented the statements fromthe twro letters with the thought 
of bringing. out a conflict of opinion. between two'individue.ls. My desire 
is to present the thinking in New Himpshire relative to form forestry 

education. , . 


There is much telk todty about forest reguletion. In our State the subject 
is receiving serious consideration. A proposed regulatery bill has been 

drefted for presentation to our General Court next winter. We people in 

the field of education have no objection to the proposal. In fact, we — 

have had « hand in helping ‘to draft the bill. If the people of New Hamp- 
shire decide that.forest regulation is necessary, the need for. intensive 

education in the field of forestry will become more importent.. 


We have established the educations] program in forestry upon the principle 
set forth by Director Kendall mony years cgo: (1): That the responsibility 
for educational work in forestry rests with the authcrized educational 
egency delegated to do extension teaching and (2) the responsibility for: 
regulatory work rests with the proper State department. 


In spite of the rather simple foundation laid in 1925 for the construction 
of Oo comprehensive program of extension eduction in forestry, we cre 
confronted with e ccnfused situation tedcy. 


Back in 1924,: the Federal Extension Service was given the job cf administer- 


ing and Ae, the farm forestry program under way in the States. At the 
time there was ne great interest in the program on the part of other 
Federal agencies. By 1937, all State and Federal agencies concerned with 
forest problems claimed the right to administer the farm forestry program. 
As often happens under such circumstances, & compromise was arrived at in. 
Washington. It resulted in an arrangement whereby the United States Forest 
Service was to administer the funds available under the Farm rere Act. 
It was left to the inserested agencies in each State ‘i arrive et an 
understanding in the use of the funds. This arre .ngement has not worked too 
well. . In some States the United States Forcst Service cdministers the farm 
forestry program, in othors the State forester is responsible for the 
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intensive educeticnal program in ferm forestry, while the State college 
continues with an extension forester. Generally spec.king, the United ' 
States Forest Service has been inclined te throw its influence with:«the 
State forestry departments. 


We pecple in New Hampshire concerned with this problem reccgnize the diffi- 
culties confronting us in carrying cn an intensive. educaticnal: program in 
forestry. .¢ can appreciate that education should not always be confined 
te farmers and small woodland cwners if we are to continue an aggressive 
educational programe Few people outside of the Extension Service under- 
stand or appreciate the objectives of & comprehensive extension progrem. 

I sometimes wonder if Extension people are not apt to compromise principle 
for the sake of immediate peace to the extent that the objectives of ex- 
tension teaching cre dissipated. 


Extension foresters in the Northeast cin werk together for the advancement 
of farm forestry in the region if first we have a common objective. What 
is our cbjective? Seccnd, cnce we decide upcn our objective, it as impor- 
tant that we be leaders in our field of endeover. While a program cf 
attack -presents many difficulties, it is the only course to follcew if- cne 
is to gain desired cbjective. We cannct cxpect to m.intain lendership 
in the field cf farm forestry education by attompting te held back tho 
effecrts cf other groups and ngencies.whe desire tec rerticipate in this 
field. As I view the situntion, we. shculd utilize the services cf all 
groups «nd agencies rveileble to us in sc far as such help enccurages 
wocedleand owners to mant.ge their wocdlands properly. However, we shculd 
net be crcwded cut of a position of leadership in the field of farm forestry 
‘educaticn. 


g peints were developed out of the discussion subsequent tc 


Oo 


The follcwin 
the presentation of the papers; 


1. It is generally reccgnized by the agencies involved that separating 
the administrative responsibility fcr the Clearke-McNary and Norris-Dexey 
Acts at the Federal level résulted in much cenfusion ct beth the Federal 
and State levels. 


2e Ne clear-cut pelicy defining the respective responsibilities end 
functions cf the progrems spensored by these two acts has been worked out 
on the Federe 1 level. Scme impertant progress, however, has been mide 
at the Federal level in bringing about a clear understanding cf the 
preblems invclved. 


5. .the chief? obstacle te obtaining a clear-cut definition of policies 
pertaining to these two acts has been the complicity of cooperative agree- 
ments and commitments between the Federal agencics themselves and between 
them and the State agencies. 


4. lacking a clearly defined policy at the Federal level, the plan has 

been to let the agencies in each State arrive at a pelicy at the State level. 
This has been unsatisfactcry all cround. There are about as many different 
arrangements and pclicies as there are States in the regicn. In mest of 
these States the U. S. Forest Service has threwn its influence tcward the 
State foresters. _In some cf the States neither the Extensicn Service ncr 
the land-grent ccilege officials were «ppreached cn the subject until after 
commitments had been made with the State forestry agency. 
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5e Geners lly speaking, the policy as te has ‘heen enpindren® tae ‘been to ae; | 
divide those two programs at the State level as was or teine LM, done Ys 

the Federal level. nity 


6. Confusion exists generclly throughout the region as to the respective 
fields ond functions of the two programs. While there is some semblance 
of agreement on the differences between education and service, the issue 
is befogged by the repeated a eae of two other bb a "intensive 
education" and "action programs." 


a») 


7. Intensive educetion as practiced by the Norris-Doxey forester is really 
a combination of education and service. In actual operation it is diffi- 
cult to the point of impossibility to define where one leaves off and the 
other begins. 


8. The terms action agency and action programs are carefully conceived 
means of -befogzing the issue. Any fair-minded person knows that education 
is action and results usuclly in more action than straight service. 


9. The term intensive. educetion does not describe the function of the 
Norris-Doxcy foresters as they are gonorelly operating in the rogion. 


What Kas been snd can be done to coordinate these two progr: ms tnd other 
forestry programs at the State level? . 


In a few of the States in the region, cooperative agreements between the 
Extension Service and other agencies have been worked cut. No two of 
these agreements cre alike either in content or application in the field. = 
Even in these States, it is doubtful if the administrators and personnel 

of these other agencies understand the objectives of & comprehensive 

extension education program. Nor do they see in it much of value that 

cannot be repleced by a vigorous service programe 


The extension foresters present reported on the status of the Norris- 
Doxey foresters in their respective States. 


Massachusctts--Two Norris -Doxey foresters working under the direct super- 
vision of the U. &. Forest Service. No Stete forester provides offset 
funds and the extensicn.forester is in the picture only in.an advisory 
capacity . 


Vermont--The 10 foresters on Norris-Doxey funds matching funds supplied 
by State forester's office snd supervise the responsibility of the State 
forester. 


Rhode Island--No Norris-Doxey forester in State. Extension forester one- 
half time teaching, one-half time extension. . * 


New Hampshire--Seven Norris-Doxey foresters opereting on county basis under | 
direct supervision of its extension forester. They are carrying on a com- k 
bination of intensive educe.tion and service along the lines suggested in 
Barreclough's report. 


Naine--Two Norris-Doxey foresters working under direct supervision of the 
U. S. Forest Service. No State forester provides the offsct funds. The 
extension forester functions in on cdvisory capacity. 
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Connecticut-<-State divided intc fcur districts with « Norris-Dexey for- 
ester copert.ting in each under the direct supervision of the State foresters 


New York=-Five Norris-Doxey foresters operating in widely sepersted areas 
under supervision of the Stxte forester. 


New Jorsey--Iwo Nor 


ris-Doxey fcresters in the State, one supervised by 
the Stete forester (cash 


cffbet), cne supervised by the Forest Service. 


Pennsylvenic--Ninc Norris-Doxcy foresters supervised entirely by the State 


Qo 


forester's office. 


Naryland--Five Nerris-Doxey foresters supervised by the State forester's 


officee 


t Virginia--Seven Norris-Dexey foresters supervised by the Stete for- 


This represents a totel of 43 farm-.forestors, a11 but seven of which (New 


Hempshire) ore supervised by the State forester's cffice. 


in cenclusicn three special lines cf activitics were cutlined which we 
as extension fcresters ond educatcrs’ could stress and develop: 


1. 4-H fcrestry. 


@0 openscring speciclized services and information to meet fermer necds; 
f * 

(2) Pewer equipment, (b) pest treating, (c) Sate and marketing 
Christmas trees, (d) production cf maple sirup, (6) use of ne tive iaeees 
in heme Ban Miereraon | and (f) development cf wood-burning equipment for 
heme heatinge 


3. Cocperation with industry; (a) Furthering education pregram by 
requesting support ond (b) rendering service te farmer in morketing 
raw preducts or in furnishing him with weod prcducts. 


It'was further felt by the Bate that it was up tc the Executive Com- 
mittee of the Innd-Grent College Association to clerify pclicies and take 
& more active -interest in the eee of form forestry. The fact. they 
have net dene so in the past hrs left each extension directrr cnd his 
ferester te pursue their cwn scurse of acticn withcut reo Mite thet the 
landegrant college and experiment stations were there in the beckgrcund. 


Research in Relaticn to an Extension Pregram in Fcrestry 


A full half day's session was spent in discussing this impcertent topic. 
A special committece censisting cf Scovell, Murphey, Nutting, ond Larson 
presented the following repcrt which was adopted. 


Repert of the Rescluticns Committee on Farm Forestry Research 


. 


I. Ferm forestry research shculd be given far greater consideroticn, 
end therefore we recommend thet: 


1. All funds appropriated for forest research be allccated' to 
farm forestry and nonfarm forestry in proportion to their relative 
ACKrAALES « 
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2e All farm forestry research be.carried cn by er in cooperation 
with the respective State egricultursl experiment staticn within the 
regicne 


II. Extension Foresters lack specific informaticn in many phases cf their 
werk ond believe thet this need or Iack can only be met through adequate 
research in loecl farm forestry preblems. Among the varicus fields in 
which we feel research is important, we list the following: 


1. Lobcr income from woodlend crops in comparison with that from 
other crops on the same farm. 


2. Utilization of the farm forest crop. This should include use cf 
the fcrest crops on the farm cs well as those sold off the farm. 


3. Reletive merits of existing methcds and equipment new available 
in harvesting and processing of the farm wood lot crop. Alsc, the 
Gevelopment of new and mcre efficient metheds. 


4. To study the planting, management, utilization, and marketing 
of specialized tree crops, such as maple products), Christmos trees, 
and protection frrests. 


Again we shculd like to emphasize thet these studies must be made in end for 
local conditions.in order tc be useful to extensicn fcresters. Major 
emphasis should be placed cn short-term research prcjects. 


Chairman Cope, as extensicn forester representative on the Northeastern 
Forest Experiment Station Advisory Council, wes instructed tc call these 
resolutions to the attention of the director cf the Northeastern Forest 
Experiment Station at the forthcoming meeting of the Adviscry Council. 


The meeting closed with a note of appreciation to Bcatman and * 
fcr their part in the discussions end tc Permenter and Nuttirg in arranging 
the program. 


The third day of the ecnference consisted of a field trip covering both 
the silvicultural and utilization cspects cf Maine's farm forests. On the 
silvicultural front the foresters as usual did not agree. The discussicn 
whether te thin cr net to thin a thrifty young white poe stand becmme so 
heated thet cur unperturbed hcst was called on for scme "cold water" to 


reduce the fire hazard. 
It was voted tc adjourn subject to the ecll of the chairman, 
Prepared by Je A. Ccpe, Chairman 


with nctes taken by Bs Ls Secvell, 
Secretary, new decccased,. 
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